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In 1998 | tedtified before this Committee. My testimony began asfallows

Imagine amajor professonal sport wheretheruling changeasthe
participants cross statelines. Imaginea professonal sport where
contractsvalid in onedateareinvalid in ancther. Imagineamajor
professonal sport where a team owner can be banned by one
state sregulatory authority, can havemultipleallegationsof actual
fraud againg him (somealleging fraud againg hisplayers) and yet
gill be permitted to do business without the dightest effort to
investigate by regulationsin states where the fraud is alleged to
have occurred.

It isobviousthat a professional sport cannot be run that way - and
thisis precisdy theway boxingis, in fact, run.

Without the dightest doulat, the Muhammed Ali Act hasimproved some of the abusesin boxing.
The anti- coercive provisons of the Act are extremdy important. The prohibitions of conflict of interest
between managers and promoaters is extremdy important.  The requirement for a published criteria for
raings and ratings changesisdealy very important. | notethat, unfortunately, the requirement for criteria
dd not indude a requirement thet the criteria be rationd, and the criteria of a least one of the ratings
organizations iswhally irrationd). Clearly the hedth and sefety facets of the Act, and its predecessors,
have enhanced the safety of boxerstremendoudy. For actud bout rulesfor title boutsthereis uniformity.

Certain problemsidentified in 1998 dill remain, however. Generdly the Sates do not have ether
the resources or the willingness to invedtigate wrongdoing. As an example, there was recently testimony
inacimind trid of overt bribery for rankings. Promaters who engaged in wrongdoing but who asssted
the government in the prosecution were punished by very substantid fine - as they should have been if
improper actions were authorized by the promotion company. However promoters and managers about
whomtestimony was given that there were bribes emerged completdy unscathed - and uninvestigeted.

| would bethelast to suggest thet the presumption of innocence should not gpply. However, where
thereistestimony asto bribes, and even tgpes of money digtributed, doesit makeany sensea dl to punish
the cooperative parties and to not even investigate those againg whom there is evidence but who have
donewdled?

*Mr. Engligh' s curriculum vitae is annexed.

Despite recommendation for uniformity by the Nationd Assodation of Attorney Generd Task
Force on Boxing (upon which | served as an advisory committee member) the business regulation of
contracts is extremdy incong stent, with contracts being vaid under thelaw and regulations of some sates
but not of others.



Fallureto obtainlicensescommensurate with what one sactud functionsisaproblem. Personwho
are dther promoters or managers do not license themsdlves as such.  Ingteed they go by the rubric of
“matchmeker.”

Lavessnessin the contractua agpects of the sport isas egregious as | have seenin twenty years,
Contracts - legitimate arm' s length contracts - means nothing. Allow meto givewhat | congder tobea
particularly egregiousexample- onewhich has not madeheedlines. A boxer sought to breek amanageria
contract. He had no grounds, but at the request of the parties the Executive Director of the New Jersey
Athldic Contral Board (which hed jurisdiction over the contract), held a full hearing. Both Sdes were
permitted to Sate their casesin full. Hethenissued aruling, holding the contract to be vaid.

One would think thet would bethe end of it - but it waan't. The boxer then fought in a different
date, which did hold the manager’ s share of the purse, but would not turn it over to him. Indeed it tried
to pay over the manager’ s share to the New Jersey Athletic Contral Board, which has no mechanism to
accept it. The money remains undidtributed to the manager. The boxer then fought in yet ancther date;
thet sate dedined to honor the New Jarsey ruling a dl.

Thegtuationis oovioudy, ludicrous  Full fath and credit should be given when a due process
hearing has been given and resulted in a determination.

| haveddiberatdy chosen anexampleof contractud lawvlessnesswhichisnotprominently displayed
inthepress. Itis unfortunatdy, al too typicd.

To highlight amore public dioute, we have reached the point where a prominent promoter brings
a uitcase full of cash - or was it a duffd bag - to induce a boxer who gppears to be under contract to
breach that contract. | endoseasworn datement by the current Heavywe ght Champion outlining how he
wasinduced by Ten Thousand Dallars ($10,000.00) in cash to breach acontract prior to hisbecoming the
Hearyweaght Champion. Apparently the cogt of hissoul increased by fiftyfold, because the cash recently
reportedly dipped to him by the very same promoter who induced the firg breech  was Five Hundred
Thousand Dallars ($500,000.00).

In my 1998 tedimony | offered asaries of suggestions somewere ultimatdly incorporated into the
Muhammed Ali Act. However, | confessthat | do not have asolution to the utter contractud lawlessness
whichexids | am not sure that there can be alegidative solution. My purposeinthisregard issmply to
report what is one prevaent problem in the boxing indudtry.



